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Abstract
Background. Protein-energy wasting is a frequent and
debilitating condition in maintenance dialysis. We ran-
domly tested if an energy-dense, phosphate-restricted,
renal-specific oral supplement could maintain adequate nu-
tritional intake and prevent malnutrition in maintenance
haemodialysis patients with insufficient intake.
Methods. Eighty-six patients were assigned to a standard
care (CTRL) group or were prescribed two 125-ml packs
of Renilon 7.5 R© daily for 3 months (SUPP). Dietary intake,
serum (S) albumin, prealbumin, protein nitrogen appear-
ance (nPNA), C-reactive protein, subjective global assess-
ment (SGA) and quality of life (QOL) were recorded at
baseline and after 3 months.
Results.While intention to treat analysis (ITT) did not re-
veal strong statistically significant changes in dietary intake
between groups, per protocol (PP) analysis showed that the
SUPP group increased protein (P < 0.01) and energy (P <
0.01) intakes. In contrast, protein and energy intakes further
deteriorated in the CTRL group (PP). Although there was
no difference in serum albumin and prealbumin changes
between groups, in the total population serum albumin and
prealbumin changes were positively associated with the in-
crement in protein intake (r = 0.29, P = 0.01 and r = 0.27,
P = 0.02, respectively). The SUPP group did not increase
phosphate intake, phosphataemia remained unaffected, and
the use of phosphate binders remained stable or decreased.
The SUPP group exhibited improved SGA and QOL
(P < 0.05).
Conclusion. This study shows that providing maintenance
haemodialysis patients with insufficient intake with a renal-
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specific oral supplement may prevent deterioration in nu-
tritional indices and QOL without increasing the need for
phosphate binders.
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Introduction
A significant number of individuals with chronic renal
failure, particularly those on maintenance haemodialysis
(MHD), have a poor nutritional status [1–6] and the im-
pact of this on patient health has been extensively doc-
umented [7–10]. Several studies have linked biochemical
and clinical indicators of poor nutritional status to an in-
creased risk of morbidity and mortality in MHD patients
[11–14]. In particular, low measurements of serum albu-
min [12,13,15–17], normalized protein nitrogen appear-
ance (nPNA) [15,18], body mass index (BMI) [12,16],
subjective global assessment (SGA) [16], serum prealbu-
min [19,20], serum creatinine [16,20], low protein [15]
and low energy intake [7] have been reported to corre-
late with an increased risk of mortality. Low serum albu-
min levels and reduced nPNA have also been associated
with increased time of hospitalization, indicating imme-
diate effects of poor nutritional status on patient health
[15,18,21,22].
Chronic malnutrition associated with maintenance
haemodialysis is primarily characterized by protein and
energy wasting. Several investigators have shown that
MHD patients consume less energy and protein than rec-
ommended [23,24]. Dietary restrictions can also make
the diet relatively unpalatable and attainment of adequate
protein intake quite challenging. In response to the evidence
C© The Author [2008]. Published by Oxford University Press on behalf of ERA-EDTA. All rights reserved.
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indicating the importance of maintaining nutritional sta-
tus, guidelines provide recommendations for the intakes
of energy, protein and phosphate during maintenance dial-
ysis [25–27]. However, the impact of disease and the
haemodialytic therapy make attainment of recommended
intakes difficult [2].
Evidence indicating the potential value of nutritional
supplementation in preventing malnutrition and improv-
ing quality of life in MHD patients is limited and in-
consistent. While a recent systematic review showed that
supplemental nutrition improves nutritional intake and
serum albumin [28], insufficient data are available to
determine the effect of this on clinical outcomes. The
only randomized controlled trial comparing oral nutri-
tional supplementation versus routine care that could
be included in the meta-analysis provided supplemen-
tal nutrition to malnourished patients for just 1 month
[29].
The aim of this multicentre, randomized, open-label con-
trolled trial was to study the effect of an energy-dense renal-
specific oral nutritional supplement (Renilon 7.5 R©, N.V.
Nutricia, Zoetermeer, The Netherlands), on nutritional in-
take and status in haemodialysis patients over a 3-month
period. Renilon 7.5 has been developed in line with current
official European and American guidelines for dialysis pa-
tients [26,27]. It provides supplemental energy, protein and
vitamins to match the specific requirements of patients un-
dergoing dialysis: low in vitamin C, vitamin A, vitamin D,
phosphate and potassium to avoid excess intakes and com-
promise mineral status. The protein source used is a dem-
ineralized whey, which contains very lowminerals. In order
to optimize compliance and limit fluid intake, the supple-
ment that provides 2 kcal/mL is packaged into 125 mL tetra
packs. The supplement is available in two different flavours
(caramel and apricot) and has previously been shown to be
accepted by patients [30]. This study was designed to test
the hypothesis that daily supplementation with a specific
oral supplement could prevent or reduce deterioration of nu-
tritional status of mildly malnourished MHD patients. The
primary parameter for this trial was the nutritional status.
An improved nutritional status was defined as a significant
change from baseline after 3 months of supplementation
in any of the following parameters: nPNA, serum albumin,
pre-albumin, dry body weight and/or serum creatinine. The
effect of the nutritional supplement was compared to stan-
dard care, which in most cases does not include nutritional
support.
Methods
Patients
Mildly malnourished MHD patients at screening were se-
lected for inclusion in the study. A total of 88 patients
were recruited for the study from the 45 dialysis centres
belonging to the ‘Groupe de Recherche en Nutrition et
He´modialyse’ [1]. These patients were selected from a to-
tal of 2398 subjects, aged >18 years and on MHD for
at least 3 months. Mildly malnourished patients (defined
as both serum albumin <40 g/L and BMI <30 kg/m2)
were selected for inclusion if they had a low protein in-
take, indicated by an nPNA <1.0 g/kg/day, as this was
considered a high risk for developing malnutrition. Patients
with a C-reactive protein (CrP) level >20 mg/L at inclu-
sion were excluded. Other exclusion criteria were as fol-
lows: nutritional supplementation within the last 2 months
or the requirement for complete enteral nutrition, inade-
quate dialysis (Kt/V <1.2), peritoneal dialysis in the past
3 months or the use of any investigational drug. Base-
line characteristics of the patient population are described
in Table 1. The study protocol was approved by relevant
ethics review committees in each of the countries involved
(‘Comite´ Consultatif de Protection des Personnes dans la
Recherche Biome´dicale de Lyon A’, France; ‘Ethikkom-
mission, A¨rztekammer Sachsen-Anhalt’, Germany; ‘Com-
mission d’E´thique de la Recherche Clinique’, Lausanne,
Switzerland) and the study was conducted in accordance
with the ‘Declaration of Helsinki’. Informed and signed
consent was obtained from all study participants.
Study design
The study was a randomized, open-label controlled trial
in which the efficacy of an oral renal-specific nutritional
supplement was compared with standard care. Patients
were recruited from 18 centres in France, Germany and
Switzerland, and were stratified according to the study
centre and the presence of diabetes mellitus. Having ful-
filled the recruitment criteria, a baseline consultation was
scheduled, usuallywithin 3weeks, where baselinemeasures
were taken. Patients were then randomly assigned to either
the standard treatment group (CTRL) or the supplement
group (SUPP). Patients in the SUPP group were instructed
to take two 125 ml/day servings of a renal nutritional sup-
plement (Renilon 7.5 R©, N.V. Nutricia, Zoetermeer, The
Table 1. Baseline characteristics for patients receiving standard care (CTRL) or dietary supplementation (SUPP) of the intention to treat (ITT, all
patients) and per protocol (PP, patients that fulfilled the criteria for compliance, see the Methods section) groups of patients
ITT PP
CTRL (n = 40) SUPP (n = 46) CTRL (n = 37) SUPP (n = 29)
Number of males (%) 23 (50) 23 (43) 21 (57) 15 (52)
Age (years) 76.0 (38–90) 71.4 (21–90) 76.3 (38–90) 74.2 (41–90)
Years on dialysis (years) 3.4 (0.3–27.3) 2.7 (0.4–25.2) 3.3 (0.3–27.3) 2.8 (0.4–25.2)
Diabetes (n) 4 11 4 7
Data are expressed as median and range (lowest and highest value).
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Netherlands) for 3 months. Dietary advice was similarly
provided to both groups by the facility dietician, whereas no
nutritional supplementation was given to the CTRL group.
In the SUPP group, the prescribed nutritional supplemen-
tation provided an additional 500 kcal, 18.75 g protein, and
15 mg phosphorus per day. Throughout the 3-month study
period, patientswere followed on amonthly basis at baseline
(BL), Month 1 (M1), Month 2 (M2) andMonth 3 (M3). Di-
etary intake was assessed using a 2-day diet record at base-
line and after 3months, under the supervision of the dialysis
facility dietician, and included intakes on both a dialysis and
a non-dialysis day. All patients recorded their drug therapy
on a daily basis, and those in the SUPP group also recorded
their intake of the nutritional supplement alongside. Sub-
jects with an average supplement intake of<1250 ml/week
(10 packs) for 3 consecutive weeks were considered as non-
compliers. Product tolerance and any adverse events were
also recorded.
Blood samples were taken at baseline and after 3 months,
immediately prior to haemodialysis and were analysed by
the respective dialysis centre. Biochemical measurements
included serum albumin, prealbumin, creatinine, phos-
phate, calcium, haemoglobin, haematocrit, ferritin, gly-
cosylated haemoglobin (HbA1c) and C-reactive protein
(CRP). Normalized protein nitrogen appearance (nPNA)
and dialysis adequacy (Kt/V) were calculated according
to Garred et al. [31]. Serum lipids (triglycerides, choles-
terol, VLDL, LDL and HDL) and serum sodium, serum
potassium and bicarbonate were all measured at baseline
and after 3 months. In addition, measurements of body
mass index (BMI), dry body weight and mid-arm muscle
circumference (MAMC) were taken at baseline and af-
ter 3 months. Patients served as their own controls for
the calculations of the differences between baseline and
Month 3.
Nutritional statuswasmeasuredmonthlywith the 7-point
subjective global assessment (SGA), a modification of the
SGA originally described by Detsky et al. [32]. In this mod-
ification, objective and subjective information about recent
weight change, appetite and dietary intake, symptoms of
gastrointestinal distress and a visual assessment of body
composition are combined into a summary score of 1–7
[33,34]. The physician completed a SGA at each monthly
review. SGA was scored according to McCann [35] where
a score of 1–2 indicates severe risk of malnutrition, 3–5 in-
dicates a mild-to-moderate risk and 6–7 indicates no risk of
malnutrition. Quality of life scores were obtained at base-
line and after 3 months using the Medical Outcomes Study
(MOS) 36-item short form health survey (SF36) [36,37]
suitable for use in chronic renal failure [38].
Statistical analysis
Outcomes of this study were changes in nutritional and
biochemical parameters over the course of the 3-month
intervention period, as outlined in Table 3. The primary pa-
rameter for this trial was the nutritional status. An improved
nutritional status was defined as a significant change from
baseline after 3 months of supplementation in any of the
following parameters: nPNA, serum albumin, pre-albumin,
dry body weight and/or serum creatinine.
Sample size calculation was based on the albumin con-
centrations collected in a large database of HD patients in
France [1]. Taking into account a maximum variation of al-
bumin assay of 5%, it is possible to detect a mean difference
in albumin levels of 2.5 g/L or greater with a probability of
80% at the predetermined level of α = 0.05 with a sample
size of 42 patients per group. Data were analysed on an
intention to treat (ITT) and per protocol (PP) basis. The
ITT analysis included all recruited subjects providing base-
line measurements, whereas the PP analysis excluded all
subjects with protocol violations. Data were analysed using
ANOVA after confirming normality by Shapiro–Wilk tests
and equal variances by Levene tests. ANOVA included the
factors treatment (CTRL or SUPP), centre, and diabetes for
each time point and the differences from baseline values.
In addition, interactions were tested and where no interac-
tion was observed this was removed from the model. Data
that did not meet the criteria for ANOVAwere transformed,
where possible, to ensure normality or were analysed us-
ing the Mann–Whitney test. Quality of life data were also
analysed using the same ANOVA procedure. The outcomes
of SGA were compared between treatment groups using
Fisher’s exact test per visit and the change from baseline. As
proposed in clinical research, differences were considered
statistically significant when the P-value was <0.10. Data
are expressed as mean ± SD or as median (lowest–highest
value) for normally distributed or not normally distributed
data, as appropriate.
Results
Compliance
Seventeen patients were excluded in the PP analysis (SUPP
group) due to non-compliance with the required intake of
supplements (12 patients stopped taking the supplement
within the first week of the study, 3 took less than the
required amount for a period of 3 consecutive weeks and 2
consistently took less than the required amount throughout
the study period). Reasons for non-compliance included
dislike of the supplement and satiety. For the patients who
were able to comply with the supplementation (63%), the
average consumption was 93% of the two packs prescribed
daily. There were 15 subjects with diabetes in ITT (4 STD,
11 SUPP), and 11 were kept in the PP analysis (4 STD,
7 SUPP).
Dietary intake
Table 2 shows the differences in dietary intake from food
between baseline and after 3 months, as recorded by the
patients’ dietician. Dietary records of 8 patients were unin-
terpretable, while the dietary intakes of another 11 patients
were recorded outside the predetermined window of −21
or+7 days from baseline and−7 or+ 7 days fromMonth 3
measurements. These records were excluded from the ITT
as well as the PP analysis. Significant differences were ob-
served neither in the CTRL nor in the SUPP group in the
actual intakes of energy, protein, carbohydrate, fat, phos-
phate at baseline, or after 3 months, in the changes in intake
over the study period. The only exception was a significant
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Table 2. Changes from baseline in nutrient intakes from food alone, based on food report analysis, after 3 months of standard care (CTRL) or dietary
supplementation (SUPP) of the intention to treat (ITT, all patients) and per protocol (PP, compliant patients only) groups of patients
ITT PP
CTRL SUPP CTRL SUPP
Energy (kcal/day) −188.6 ± 334.2 −21.7 ± 427.9 −196.4 ± 344.9 −15.3 ± 435.7
n = 25 n = 34 n = 22 n = 23
Protein (g/day) −2.8 ± 20.2 1.5 ± 16.9 −4.6 ± 19.0 0.6 ± 16.7
n = 25 n = 34 n = 22 n = 23
Carbohydrate (g/day) −29.8 ± 51.3 −4.1 ± 61.0 −27.9 ± 54.2 −8.5 ± 59.1
n = 25 n = 34 n = 22 n = 23
Fat (g/day) −6.5 ± 17.3 −1.2 ± 20.8 −7.4 ± 17.3 1.8 ± 21.3∗
n = 25 n = 34 n = 22 n = 23
Phosphorus (mg/day) −80.2 (−404–1378) 39 (−545–563) −38.8 ± 283.4 36.5 ± 264.7
n = 23 n = 33 n = 20 n = 22
Calcium (mg/day) −0.5 (−570–950) −8 (−348–534) −51.4 ± 218.3 18.5 ± 204.4
n = 23 n = 33 n = 20 n = 22
∗Significant difference between groups (P = 0.03).
Data are expressed as mean ± SD, or as median and range (lowest and highest value), as appropriate.
Fig. 1. Total energy intake per kg body weight per day (mean ± SD) at
baseline (BL) and after 3 months (M3), and the difference in intake from
baseline. Energy intake at M3 was significantly greater in the SUPP group
(P < 0.001) and the difference in energy intake from baseline showed
a significant increase for the SUPP group (P = 0.03) after 3 months
(PP analysis).
increase in fat intake in the SUPP group in the PP analy-
sis (P = 0.03). When expressed per kg body weight, the
addition of the nutritional supplement to the diet increased
intake of energy and protein by 7.4 kcal/kg/day and 0.3 g
protein/kg/day, respectively, in the SUPP group, as shown
in Figures 1 and 2. Patients receiving the nutritional sup-
plement were consequently able to achieve intakes of 30.3
± 7.2 kcal/kg/day and 1.22 ± 0.4 g protein/kg/day (mean
± SD). Interestingly, phosphate intake did not differ be-
tween groups or from baseline throughout the study period,
as shown in Figure 3. As a result, mean intakes of phos-
phorus remained below the recommended upper limit of
1000 mg/day, despite the net increase in protein from the
nutritional supplement [26].
Biochemistry and anthropometry
Biochemical and anthropometric measurements at baseline
and the change from baseline at 3 months are presented in
Table 3. Changes after 3months of supplementation showed
consistent improvements in the SUPP group in compari-
Fig. 2. Total protein intake per kg body weight per day (mean ± SD)
at baseline (BL) and after 3 months (M3), and the difference in intake
from baseline. The difference in protein intake from baseline showed
a significant increase for the SUPP group (P < 0.01) after 3 months
(PP analysis).
Fig. 3. Total phosphate intake in mg per day (mean ± SD) at baseline
(BL) and after 3 months (M3), and the difference in intake from baseline.
Phosphorus intake did not differ between groups at baseline or 3 months.
Changes from BL were not significantly different between groups after
3 months (PP analysis).
son to the CTRL group for which all parameters, except
nPNA, deteriorated, although statistical significance was
not achieved. (Table 3).
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Table 3. Levels of nPNA, serum albumin, serum prealbumin, CRP, BMI and dry body weight measured at baseline (BL), and the change from baseline
after 3 months of standard care (CTRL) or dietary supplementation (SUPP) of the intention to treat (ITT, all patients) and per protocol (PP, compliant
patients only) populations
CTRL SUPP
BL Change from BL at M3 BL Change from BL at M3
ITT
nPNA (g/kg/day) 0.93 ± 0.2 0.03 (−0.5–0.6) 0.87 ± 0.3 0.07 (−0.5–1.87)
n = 35 n = 33 n = 46 n = 44
Serum albumin (g/L) 35.2 ± 6.4 −0.7 (−8.4–14.9) 35.2 ± 4.3 0 (−9.7–7.4)
n = 40 n = 38 n = 46 n = 46
Serum prealbumin (mg/L) 300 (110.0–638.0) 0 (−200.0–220.0) 286 (150.0–530.0) 15 (−160.0–110.0)
n = 40 n = 39 n = 46 n = 45
Serum CRP (mg/L) 6 (2.0–68.5) −0.4 (−67.8–136.0) 4.9 (0.5–91.0) 0 (−81.0–59.0)
n = 39 n = 39 n = 46 n = 44
BMI (kg/m2) 23.2 ± 3.9 −0.09 ± 0.5 23.6 ± 3.8 0.01 ± 0.9
n = 40 n = 40 n = 46 n = 45
Dry body weight (kg) 63.9 ± 14.8 −0.4 ± 1.5 62.4 ± 12.6 0.01 ± 2.2
n = 40 n = 40 n = 46 n = 46
PP
nPNA (g/kg/day) 0.91 ± 0.2 0.03 (−0.5–0.6) 0.87 ± 0.3 0.1 (−0.3–1.9)
n = 33 n = 31 n = 29 n = 27
Serum albumin (g/L) 35.0 ± 6.5 0 (−8.4–14.9) 34.8 ± 4.7 0 (−5.0–7.4)
n = 37 n = 35 n = 29 n = 29
Serum prealbumin (mg/L) 300 (110.0–638.0) 0 (−200.0–220.0) 282 (150.0–530.0) 18 (−100.0–110.0)
n = 37 n = 36 n = 29 n = 29
Serum CRP (mg/L) 5.6 (2.0–68.5) −0.5 (−67.8–136.0) 5 (0.5–21.0) 0 (−13.0–33.7)
n = 36 n = 36 n = 29 n = 29
BMI (kg/m2) 23.1 ± 3.7 −0.09 ± 0.5 23.5 ± 3.5 0.06 ± 0.7
n = 37 n = 37 n = 29 n = 28
Dry body weight (kg) 63.0 ± 13.7 −0.36 ± 1.5 61.7 ± 11.7 0.24 ± 1.9
n = 37 n = 37 n = 29 n = 29
No significant differences were observed between the CTRL and SUPP groups or over time within each group.
Data are expressed as mean ± SD, or as median and range (lowest–highest value), as appropriate.
Mean values for nPNA in the SUPP group after 1 and
2months (1.14± 0.4 and 1.07± 0.4, respectively) exceeded
1.0 g/kg/day. The analysis of nPNA at eachmonthly interval
also indicated significant differences between groups. The
change in nPNA from baseline was significantly greater for
the SUPP group in both the ITT (P = 0.03) and PP (P =
0.01) analyses after 1 month, and in the PP analysis (P =
0.03) after 2 months; however, no significant changes were
seen after 3 months.
The analysis of the correlation between the change in
nPNA and the change in serum albumin (Figure 4) or preal-
bumin (not shown) for both groups indicated a significant
positive relationship: an increase in nPNA corresponded
to a significant increase in serum albumin (P = 0.01)
and prealbumin (P = 0.02). This suggests that compliance
with the nutritional therapy should improve serum albumin
(Figure 4).
Dry body weight slightly increased after 3 months in the
SUPP group in comparison with the CTRL group in the PP
analysis (P = 0.07). No significant changes in MAMC
were observed between groups at baseline or following
the 3-month study period. Serum potassium, bicarbonate
and creatinine levels did not change significantly between
groups from baseline throughout the study period (data not
shown). There were no significant differences in serum lev-
els of CRP at baseline, nor there was a change from base-
line after 3 months significantly different between treat-
ments (Table 3). Similarly, no differences were observed in
Fig. 4. The relationship between the individual variation in protein in-
take (g/kg/day as assessed by nPNA) and serum albumin (g/l) during the
3-month period (ITT, n = 75; r = 0.293, P = 0.01), indicating that the
nutritional response was greater in patients with increased protein intake.
Of nine patients either the serum albumin or nPNA data were incomplete.
serum lipid levels (data not shown). Serum haemoglobin,
HbA1c, serum haematocrit and ferritin all remained sta-
ble throughout the study period, indicating no differences
between groups.
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Fig. 5. Median SGA at baseline (BL) and after 3 months (M3) for the
CTRL and SUPP groups; ∗ between group change from baseline, P <
0.05 (PP analysis). Solid lines indicate median results, with the block
representing the interquartile range and the whiskers indicating the results
range.
Serum phosphate levels did not differ from baseline or
between groups throughout the study period. At baseline,
phosphate binders were prescribed to 48 subjects (73%)
included in the PP analysis (27 STD, 21 SUPP). Through-
out the study period only eight patients (3 STD, 5 SUPP)
indicated a change in prescription, all of whom recorded a
decrease in phosphate binder use.
Subjective global assessment (SGA)
The results for the SGA for the ITT and PP groups are
presented in Figure 5. For the SUPP group, there was an
increase in median classification from 4, indicating a mild-
to-moderate risk, to 6, indicating no risk of malnutrition. In
the CTRL group, the median classification decreased, con-
sistently indicating a mild-to-moderate risk of malnutrition.
Quality of life
The SF36 Quality of Life questionnaire comprises eight
different parameters representing different components of
quality of life and their summaries (Table 4). A signifi-
cant difference between the changes in scores for the gen-
eral health and bodily pain components was identified in
the PP analysis (P = 0.01), indicating improvement in the
patients who effectively took the supplement. This differ-
ence was not seen in the ITT analysis, which included non-
compliant subjects. Overall, for the PP analysis, the SUPP
group showed consistent improvements in all individual and
summary component scores, except the score for vitality.
In contrast, the CTRL group showed deterioration in seven
of the eight individual component scores and also for the
physical component summary score. Results for the ITT
analysis showed a similar pattern of consistency.
Adverse events
Forty-three adverse events were reported 21 of which were
considered serious (stroke, myocardial infarction, fistula
Table 4. Mean changes from baseline in Quality of Life SF36 scores after
3 months of standard care (CTRL) or dietary supplementation (SUPP) of
the intention to treat (ITT, all patients) and per protocol (PP, compliant
patients only) groups of patients
Estimated marginal mean (EMM) ITT PP
CTRL SUPP CTRL SUPP
Physical functioning −2.49 2.47 −5.19 6.28
Physical role −14.92 −6.46 −13.02 2.50
Vitality −0.93 −5.57 −4.30 −2.02
Social functioning −0.14 0.53 0.75 7.46
Emotional role 4.49 6.89 −3.49 14.66
Mental health −0.74 2.73 −2.26 4.77
General health −2.64 3.30 −7.06 5.69∗
Bodily pain −15.05 −0.93 −20.54 2.83∗
Physical component summary −2.49 −0.69 −3.92 1.44
Mental component summary 3.89 2.75 0.839 2.94
∗Changes from baseline were significantly different between groups
(P = 0.01).
thrombosis, lower limb ischaemia and sepsis). None of the
serious adverse events were considered to be related to the
intake of the supplement, and there was no difference in
the distribution between treatment groups. Six non-serious
adverse events were identified to be potentially related to
the intake of Renilon 7.5 R©: hyperglycaemia (n = 1), vom-
iting (n = 2), mild abdominal pain (n = 2) and soft stools
(n = 1).
Discussion
This is the first open-label randomized controlled study
showing the effects of a renal-specific oral supplement in
MHD patients. The hypothesis was tested whether MHD
patients at risk of malnutrition would maintain an ade-
quate nutritional status by taking a daily oral supplement as
compared to patients receiving standard care. The results
showed that use of this oral supplement partially prevented
impairment of nutritional parameters and increased energy
and protein intake without increasing the use of phosphate
binders. Moreover, patients who complied with the supple-
mentation improved SGA and quality of life scores.
Based on biochemical indexes, the per protocol nutri-
tional response to supplementation was modest, with no
change in serum albumin and a non-significant increase
in prealbumin of 18 mg/L between the CTRL and SUPPL
groups. This could be explained by a number of factors.
Firstly, at the start of the study, the patients nutritional sta-
tus was only slightly impaired as compared to patients in-
volved in most previous studies in the field [28,39,40],
indicating that they were at risk of, rather than exhibiting,
overtmalnutrition. Secondly, therewas a large baseline vari-
ance in serum albumin, which may indicate some hetero-
geneity in the nutritional status of patients. The analysis of
biochemical parameters by the subsequent dialysis centres
might have introduced additional variations in the results,
although patients served as their own controls for the cal-
culations of the differences between baseline and Month 3.
Another potential drawback of using serum albumin as a
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marker of nutritional status is the influence of inflammation
on this marker [41]. Therefore, for this trial, patients were
selected with normal or moderately increased CRP levels
at the start of the trial. Moreover, the CRP levels hardly
changed during the 3-month period (median −0.5 and 0.0,
respectively) and no significant correlations were found
between changes in CRP and changes in serum albumin.
Whether these results apply to more inflamed patients can-
not be inferred from the present study and deserve further
research.
The albumin and prealbumin responses observed in this
study were limited in some patients (Figure 4), which might
be related to their higher values than those reported in pre-
vious nutritional studies [39,40,42,43], probably indicating
that these patients were in an early stage of malnourish-
ment, having been selected only on the basis of insufficient
dietary intakes. It is therefore conceivable that an albumin
response may have been greater in more malnourished pa-
tients [42,43].
The total amount of supplemental energy and protein
effectively taken from supplements in chronic disease is
generally lower than prescribed by physicians. In CKD,
most studies report supplemental energy intakes totalling
200–500 kcal/day [28,44]. It is important to note that IDPN,
which is administered just three times a week, cannot pro-
vide more energy/nutrients than oral supplements: in the
FineS study, the equivalent nutritional support from IDPN
was 420 kcal and 18 g protein per day [40]. In another IDPN
study over a 3-month period, patients actually received 30%
less than prescribed [43]. Oral essential or branched chain
amino acid supplements have been suggested to reduce
anorexia and/or improve appetite, as for instance shown by
Hiroshige et al. [45] or Eustace and coll. [46]. In another
short-term pilot study, Kalantar-Zadeh and colleagues re-
ported an improvement in serum albumin from 34.4 to
36.8 g/L (P < 0.01) in 20 malnourished MHD patients
taking a daily combination of supplements (Nepro R© +
OxepaTM) containing fish oil [47]. In a more recent trial,
Majchrzak et al. improved the anabolic effects of an oral
supplement by adding a short resistance exercise during
the haemodialysis session [48]. In the present study, there
was a clear trend for the CTRL group to spontaneously re-
duce energy and protein intakes, whereas the SUPP group
maintained their nutritional intake over the 3 months (Ta-
ble 2). An extended survey might have shown significant
worsening in the non-supplemented group over time.
Ensuring compliance is a key target for effective nutri-
tional therapy involving oral supplements. It is now well
documented that in most malnourished patients, even if
chronic inflammation occurs, increasing nutritional intake
will improve body composition [39,40,49]. In this study,
compliance was not as good as expected; 66% of patients
complied with the nutritional supplementation, achieving
an average additional intake of 7.4 kcal/kg/day and 0.3 g
protein/kg/day. However, this issue is well established in
MHD patients, compliance being close to 50% after 6 to
12 months of treatment in other studies [42,50]. Efforts
should be focused on barriers to compliance in this partic-
ular patient group. While compliance could be inadequate
due to (presumed) side effects (e.g. nausea and vomiting)
associated with taking oral supplements, this was the case
for only two patients in this study. Two other patients re-
fused to continue taking the supplement after the first day,
describing a feeling of fear of being overhydrated rather
than due to any direct problems with the supplement. In
these cases, accurately informing the patient, temporarily
decreasing the daily prescription or offering practical advice
on how to successfully incorporate the supplement into the
diet, seem all worthwhile efforts for successfully maintain-
ing this support. In fact, the supplement used in this study
is twice as concentrated (2 kcal/ml) as most supplements
available, and this may be of interest in patients who fear
of overhydration or who do not accept any modification of
their regular fluid intake.
The results observed in the ITT analysis were hampered
by the fact that non-compliant patientswere included,which
might have diluted the true efficacy of the supplement.
When analysed per protocol (also called ‘as treated’), the
positive effects, although non-significant, were slightly im-
proved (Table 3). Excluding any non-compliant patients
reflects the true efficacy of the supplement. Figure 4 also
confirms that the more the patients increased their intakes,
the greater was their albumin increment after 3 months.
Such a nutritional supplementation seems limited, but may
be adequate to prevent a patient entering the protein-energy-
wasting phase of CKD. Previous pilot studies in MHD have
associated this magnitude of intake with clear positive an-
abolic responses [28,44].
An additional benefit of the present supplement is the
very low phosphate content (15 mg/500 kcal), even though
it contains 7.5 g protein/100 ml. As a consequence, serum
phosphate did not increase in the SUPP group and it was
not necessary to increase phosphate binders, which is of
significant benefit to patients. In comparison, an equivalent
amount of protein from diet (e.g. one 100-g piece of red
meat) would have provided an additional 250 mg dietary
phosphate. Although controlling hyperphosphataemia by
reducing protein intake is not recommended anymore [51],
many patients still avoid high protein foods in order to
minimize the risk of hyperphosphataemia. Therefore, use of
a supplement with negligible phosphate content overcomes
this barrier.
Quality of life (QoL) is uncommonly reported in nutri-
tional studies in MHD patients, although a non-neglectable
issue [52,53]. Indeed,MHDpatients experience a decreased
quality of life and those who improve some of their quality
of life parameters are likely to eat better and/or comply with
nutritional support. Laws et al. [10] suggested an associa-
tion between severe malnutrition and poor quality of life,
and this was supported by Kalantar-Zadeh et al. [54] who
reported a correlation between serum albumin and SF36
score. Low intakes of protein and several micronutrients
correlated with poor quality of life scores in a study involv-
ing 60 MHD patients [55]. In the present study, all mean
SF36 parameters, except vitality, improved in the SUPP
group, and this increase was significant for general health
and bodily pain by PP analysis, whereas it was not signif-
icant in the control group (Table 4). This indicates a true
clinical improvement when patients successfully take their
supplement. The dietary supplement (Renilon 7.5) had a
beneficial effect on SGA and QoL scores, and this is of
clinical relevance to patients. Thus, this improvement in
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general status might have occurred at a very early stage of
malnutrition, before any impairment in body composition
and routine laboratory parameters could be detected.
In conclusion, this paper reports some beneficial effects
of a renal-specific oral nutritional support in MHD patients
who have a reduced nutritional intake and who are at risk
of emerging malnutrition. Compliance was similar to other
nutritional strategies and when patients complied, signif-
icant improvements in clinical status were observed. The
use of this energy-dense very low phosphate nutritional
supplement may prevent the development of malnutrition.
Whether these effects may be sustained over time will re-
quire long-term studies, but ultimately could lead to sig-
nificant cost benefits by reducing infectious complications
and hospitalization.
Acknowledgements. Wewould like to thankB. Philipsen and L.Genet for
their help in planning and carrying out this trial. Dr Ir. H. Lankheet is grate-
fully acknowledged for conducting the data management and statistical
analyses. The Renilon Multicentre Trial Group included Prof. D. Fouque,
Hoˆpital Edouard Herriot, Lyon; Dr N. Cano, Clinique-Re´sidence du Parc,
Marseille; Prof. M. Plauth & Dr H. Schlawin, Sta¨dtisches Klinikum,
Dessau; Prof. M. Burnier & Dr D. Teta, Service de Ne´phrologie-Dialyse,
CHUV, Lausanne; Dr A. Abokasem, Centre Hospitalier W. Moray, Chalon
s/Saoˆne; Dr M. Aladib, Centre Hospitalier Ge´ne´ral, Annonay; Dr R. Azar,
Centre Hospitalier, Dunkerque; Dr C. Bony, AURA, Paris; Dr C. Broyet,
Centre Hospitalo-Universitaire, St. Etienne; Dr P. Chauveau, AURAD
Aquitaine, Gradignan; Dr C. Chazot, Centre de Rein Artificiel, Tassin; Dr
C. Delcroix, Hotel Dieu, Nantes; Dr E. Depuis, Centre Me´dical E. Rist,
Paris; Dr JP. Guy, Centre Hospitalier, St. Claude; Dr A. Hadj El Mra-
bet, CHU de Pontchaillou, Rennes; Dr A. Heyani, Centre Hospitalier Les
Chanaux, Maˆcon; Dr F. Nemmar, Clinique Mutualiste des Eaux Claires,
Grenoble; Dr B. Vendrely, Hoˆpital St Andre´, Bordeaux.
This work was supported by Numico Research B.V. (PO Box 7005,
6700 CA Wageningen, The Netherlands).
Conflict of interest statement.Dr Fouque belongs to the Numico Scientific
Advisory Board and has received lecture fees.
References
1. Aparicio M, Cano N, Chauveau P et al. French Study Group for
Nutrition in Dialysis. Nutritional status of haemodialysis patients: a
French national cooperative study. Nephrol Dial Transplant 1999; 14:
1679–1686
2. Bossola M, Muscaritoli M, Tazza L et al. Variables associated with
reduced dietary intake in hemodialysis patients. J Ren Nutr 2005; 15:
244–252
3. Ikizler TA. Protein and energy: recommended intake and nutrient
supplementation in chronic dialysis patients. Semin Dial 2004; 17:
471–478
4. Kopple JD. McCollum Award Lecture, 1996: protein-energy malnu-
trition in maintenance dialysis patients. Am J Clin Nutr 1997; 65:
1544–1557
5. Stratton RJ, Green CJ, Elia M. Prevalence of disease related mal-
nutrition. In: Stratton RJ, Green CJ, Elia M (eds). Disease-Related
Malnutrition: An Evidence-Based Approach to Treatment. Walling-
ford, UK: CABI, 2003, 35–92
6. Wolfson M. Management of protein and energy intake in dialysis
patients. J Am Soc Nephrol 1999; 10: 2244–2247
7. Araujo IC, Kamimura MA, Draibe SA et al. Nutritional parameters
and mortality in incident hemodialysis patients. J Ren Nutr 2006; 16:
27–35
8. Fedje L, Moore L, McNeely M. A role for oral nutrition supple-
ments in the malnutrition of renal disease. J Ren Nutr 1996; 6: 198–
202
9. Kopple JD. Therapeutic approaches to malnutrition in chronic dialysis
patients: the different modalities of nutritional support. Am J Kidney
Dis 1999; 33: 180–185
10. Laws RA, Tapsell LC, Kelly J. Nutritional status and its relationship
to quality of life in a sample of chronic hemodialysis patients. J Ren
Nutr 2000; 10: 139–147
11. Kopple JD. Effect of nutrition on morbidity and mortality in
maintenance dialysis patients. Am J Kidney Dis 1994; 24: 1002–
1009
12. Leavey SF, Strawderman RL, Jones CA et al. Simple nutritional indi-
cators as independent predictors of mortality in hemodialysis patients.
Am J Kidney Dis 1998; 31: 997–1006
13. Marcen R, Teruel JL, de la Cal MA et al. Spanish Cooperative Study
of Nutrition in Hemodialysis. The impact of malnutrition in morbidity
and mortality in stable haemodialysis patients. Nephrol Dial Trans-
plant 1997; 12: 2324–2331
14. Avram MM, Mittman N, Bonomini L et al. Markers for survival in
dialysis: a seven-year prospective study. Am J Kidney Dis 1995; 26:
209–219
15. Shinaberger CS, Kilpatrick RD, Regidor DL et al. Longitudinal asso-
ciations between dietary protein intake and survival in hemodialysis
patients. Am J Kidney Dis 2006; 48: 37–49
16. Pifer TB, McCullough KP, Port FK et al. Mortality risk in hemodialy-
sis patients and changes in nutritional indicators: DOPPS. Kidney Int
2002; 62: 2238–2245
17. Lowrie EG, Lew NL. Death risk in hemodialysis patients: the pre-
dictive value of commonly measured variables and an evaluation of
death rate differences between facilities. Am J Kidney Dis 1990; 15:
458–482
18. Acchiardo SR, Moore LW, Latour PA. Malnutrition as the main factor
in morbidity and mortality of hemodialysis patients. Kidney Int Suppl
1983; 16: S199–S203
19. Cano N, Fernandez JP, Lacombe P et al. Statistical selection of nu-
tritional parameters in hemodialyzed patients. Kidney Int Suppl 1987;
22: S178–S180
20. Goldwasser P, Michel MA, Collier J et al. Prealbumin and lipopro-
tein(a) in hemodialysis: relationships with patient and vascular access
survival. Am J Kidney Dis 1993; 22: 215–225
21. Kalantar-Zadeh K, Supasyndh O, Lehn RS et al. Normalized protein
nitrogen appearance is correlated with hospitalization andmortality in
hemodialysis patients with Kt/V greater than 1.20. J Ren Nutr 2003;
13: 15–25
22. Lowrie EG. Chronic dialysis treatment: clinical outcome and related
processes of care. Am J Kidney Dis 1994; 24: 255–266
23. Dwyer JT, Cunniff PJ, Maroni BJ et al. The HEMO Study Group. The
hemodialysis pilot study: nutrition program and participant character-
istics at baseline. J Ren Nutr 1998; 8: 11–20
24. Morais AA, Silva MA, Faintuch J et al. Correlation of nutritional
status and food intake in hemodialysis patients. Clinics 2005; 60:
185–192
25. Cano N, Fiaccadori E, Tesinsky P et al. ESPEN Guidelines on Enteral
Nutrition: adult renal failure. Clin Nutr 2006; 25: 295–310
26. Clinical Practice Guidelines for Nutrition in Chronic Renal Failure.
K/DOQI, National Kidney Foundation. Am J Kidney Dis 2000; 35:
S1–S140
27. FouqueD, VennegoorM, terWee P et al. EBPG guideline on nutrition.
Nephrol Dial Transplant 2007; 22(Suppl 2): 45–87
28. Stratton RJ, Bircher G, Fouque D et al. Multinutrient oral supplements
and tube feeding in maintenance dialysis: a systematic review and
meta-analysis. Am J Kidney Dis 2005; 46: 387–405
29. Sharma M, Rao M, Jacob S et al. A controlled trial of intermittent en-
teral nutrient supplementation in maintenance hemodialysis patients.
J Ren Nutr 2002; 12: 229–237
30. DeMutsert R, Gorig RM, Hoffken B et al. Nutritional support in
haemodialysis patients. Am J Clin Nutr 2002; 25: S402–S403
31. Garred LJ, TangW, Barichello DL et al. Equations for the calculation
of the protein catabolic rate from predialysis and postdialysis urea
concentrations and residual renal clearance in stable hemodialysis
patients. Blood Purif 1997; 15: 157–168
2910 D. Fouque et al.
32. Detsky AS, McLaughlin JR, Baker JP et al. What is subjective global
assessment of nutritional status? JPEN J Parenter Enteral Nutr 1987;
11: 8–13
33. Visser R, Dekker FW, Boeschoten EW et al. Reliability of the 7-point
subjective global assessment scale in assessing nutritional status of
dialysis patients. Adv Perit Dial 1999; 15: 222–225
34. McCusker FX, TeehanBP, ThorpeKE et al. Canada-USA (CANUSA)
Peritoneal Dialysis Study Group. How much peritoneal dialysis is
required for the maintenance of a good nutritional state? Kidney Int
Suppl 1996; 56: S56–S61
35. McCann L. Using subjective global assessment to identify malnutri-
tion in the ESRD patient. Nephrol News Issues 1999; 13: 18–19
36. McHorney CA, Ware JE Jr, Raczek AE. The MOS 36-Item Short-
Form Health Survey (SF-36): II. Psychometric and clinical tests of
validity in measuring physical and mental health constructs. Med
Care 1993; 31: 247–263
37. McHorney CA,Ware JE Jr, Lu JF et al. TheMOS 36-item Short-Form
Health Survey (SF-36): III. Tests of data quality, scaling assumptions,
and reliability across diverse patient groups. Med Care 1994; 32:
40–66
38. Steiber AL, Kalantar-Zadeh K, Secker D et al. Subjective global
assessment in chronic kidney disease: a review. J Ren Nutr 2004;
14: 191–200
39. Cano N. Intradialytic parenteral nutrition: where do we go from here?
J Ren Nutr 2004; 14: 3–5
40. Cano NJ, Fouque D, Roth H et al. Intradialytic parenteral nutrition
does not improve survival in malnourished hemodialysis patients: a
2-year multicenter, prospective, randomized study. J Am Soc Nephrol
2007; 18: 2583–2591
41. Kaysen GA, Chertow GM, Adhikarla R et al. Inflammation and di-
etary protein intake exert competing effects on serum albumin and
creatinine in hemodialysis patients. Kidney Int 2001; 60: 333–340
42. Caglar K, Fedje L, Dimmitt R et al. Therapeutic effects of oral nu-
tritional supplementation during hemodialysis. Kidney Int 2002; 62:
1054–1059
43. Czekalski S,Hozejowski R. Intradialytic amino acids supplementation
in hemodialysis patients with malnutrition: results of a multicenter
cohort study. J Ren Nutr 2004; 14: 82–88
44. AllmanMA, Stewart PM, Tiller DJ et al. Energy supplementation and
the nutritional status of hemodialysis patients. Am J Clin Nutr 1990;
51: 558–562
45. Hiroshige K, Sonta T, Suda T et al. Oral supplementation of branched-
chain amino acid improves nutritional status in elderly patients on
chronic haemodialysis. Nephrol Dial Transplant 2001; 16: 1856–
1862
46. Eustace J, Coresh J, Kutchey C et al. Randomized double-blind trial of
oral essential amino acids for dialysis-associated hypoalbuminemia.
Kidney Int 2000; 57: 2527–2538
47. Kalantar-Zadeh K, Braglia A, Chow J et al. An anti-inflammatory and
antioxidant nutritional supplement for hypoalbuminemic hemodialy-
sis patients: a pilot/feasibility study. J Ren Nutr 2005; 15: 318–331
48. Majchrzak KM, Pupim LB, Flakoll PJ et al. NDT Advance Access
published online December 9, 2007. Nephrol Dial Transplant, doi:
10.1093/ndt/gfm773
49. Leon JB, Majerle AD, Soinski JA et al. Can a nutrition intervention
improve albumin levels among hemodialysis patients? A pilot study.
J Ren Nutr 2001; 11: 9–15
50. Curtin RB, Svarstad BL, Andress D et al. Differences in older versus
younger hemodialysis patients’ noncompliance with oral medications.
Geriatr Nephrol Urol 1997; 7: 35–44
51. Locatelli F, Cannata-Andia JB, Drueke TB et al. Management of
disturbances of calcium and phosphate metabolism in chronic renal
insufficiency, with emphasis on the control of hyperphosphataemia.
Nephrol Dial Transplant 2002; 17: 723–731
52. Kalantar-Zadeh K, Block G, McAllister CJ et al. Appetite and in-
flammation, nutrition, anemia, and clinical outcome in hemodialysis
patients. Am J Clin Nutr 2004; 80: 299–307
53. Lopes AA, Bragg-Gresham JL, Goodkin DA et al. Factors associated
with health-related quality of life among hemodialysis patients in the
DOPPS. Qual Life Res 2007; 16: 545–557
54. Kalantar-ZadehK,Kopple JD, BlockG et al. Association among SF36
quality of life measures and nutrition, hospitalization, and mortality
in hemodialysis. J Am Soc Nephrol 2001; 12: 2797–2806
55. Raimundo P, Ravasco P, Proenca V et al. Does nutrition play a role in
the quality of life of patients under chronic haemodialysis? Nutr Hosp
2006; 21: 139–144
Received for publication: 17.10.07
Accepted in revised form: 18.2.08
